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the plaintiffs' home address(es) and telephone number(s)
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Granted only

to the extent

indicated, and

otherwise

denied, for

the reasons

set forth below.
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No personal appearance is required or permitted on the motion submission date of May 9, 2025.

If the court concludes upon the submission of the motion that oral argument is warranted, the court

will notify the parties by email to schedule a virtual argument on Microsoft Teams.
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Movants ask this court to require defendants to remove all social media posts that contain personal details about them and that advocate harassment and violence against them. But movants do not identify particular social media posts that they want removed, whether by date, by poster, or by statements within the posts. The categories of information that movants wish defendants to be required to remove are not sufficiently specific to provide adequate guidance either to the court or to defendants in determining whether (and what) posts should be removed--particularly--given the number of posts at issue (as reflected in the screenshots provided by movants themselves, see e.g. NYSCEF No. 6). This request is granted only to the extent that defendants must remove posts on their social media accounts (whether made by defendants themselves or by third parties) that include residential addresses at which movants are living or currently staying, and their work or personal telephone numbers.



Movants also ask this court to restrain defendants, going forward, from posting personal details about them on defendants' social media accounts and from creating posts advocating for harassment or violence against movants. This form of a relief, a prior restraint on speech, "bears a heavy presumption against its constitutional validity" and must satisfy a "correspondingly heavy burden of demonstrating justification for its imposition." (Brummer v Wey, 166 AD3d 475, 476 [1st Dept 2018] [internal quotation marks omitted].) Any order imposing a prior restraint "must be tailored as precisely as possible to the exact needs of the case." (Kassenoff v Kassenoff, 213 AD3d 822, 824 [2d Dept 2023].) The restraints sought by movants are neither clear and specific nor precisely tailored. Instead, movants maintain that defendants have been "repeatedly and viciously defaming the Plaintiffs on social media." (NYSCEF No. 12 at 1.) But "prior restraints are not permissible merely to enjoin the publication of libel." (Brummer, 166 AD3d at 477 [internal quotation marks omitted].) Nor have movants shown that defendants' social media posts, to the extent that they "could reasonable be construed as advocating unlawful conduct," is directed to inciting imminent conduct and likely to bring it about, as required to justify a prior restraint on that basis. (Id. at 478.)



This court reaches a different conclusion only with respect to movants' address/contact information. Posting this information serves only to harass movants (and encourage their harassment). The Appellate Division has made clear that narrow, focused restraints on a defendant, aimed toward preventing harassment of plaintiff carried out through speech directed to third parties, are constitutionally permissible. (See Dennis v Napoli, 148 AD3d 446, 447 [1st Dept 2017].)
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